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With these gmdeli nes in mind, reconsideration of the rejection of claims 1 , 7- 1 0, 1 5 
and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentabSe over Drees et al. in view of Ghen et al 
'678 is respctfully requested. 

The Examiner points out that Drees et a! discloses that it is kiiov^Ti to make a 
decorative laminate by applying a decorative sheet and a protective wear layer to a core 
material of particle board or medium density fiberboaxd (MDF) and then heating and bonding 
the layers in a laminate press which bonds the layers together, citing paragraphs [G004]- 
[0005]. 

However, the Examiner is correct that Drees et al does not disclose recessed and 
protruding portions on either the particle board or MDF core, 'llherefore. when the Examiner 
suggests that when an embossed core is heated in the laminate press of Drees it imparts its 
surface structure to the other layers is incorttict and not based on my Ilictual teachings of the 
referenG«s. There is no teaching whatsoever that Drees imparts any surface struct-ure (smooth 
or embossed) to the other layers in the laminate press. All that is stated in Drees is that "high 
pressure and low pressure laminates are normally bonded, with a suitable adhesive or glue, to 
a rigid substrate such as particle board or medium density fiber boai-d (MDF). . and there is 
no suggestion whatsoever of imparting the surface structure of the core to the oth^r layers. 
See generally paiugraph [0004] of Drees et al. 

Qn the other hand, Chen et al '678 does not disclose the -'impartitig the surface 
structure of the core to the other layers" nor does he show that the use of an embossed core 
reshapes a decorative sheet nor does he teach that the textured surface of the core is "in 
register with" any pattern on a decorative surface sheet, 

On the contrary, although Chen et al ' 678 teaches that surface covering panel "has at 
least one backing layer or support surface" and fiirthermore that "the core(s) and/or base 
cQating(s) have a textured surface" (paragraph [0022]) it is clear that there is no sheet or 
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pattern being reshaped by this textured surface. As clearly disclosed in paragraph [0015], 
[0022] and specificaity in paragraph [0028] the "printed pattern or design located on the base 
coating is "preferably an ink jet printed pattern. In other words, the printed pattern is ^ a 
pattern printed on a paper or other siihstrate and theii applied to tlie siaface of the panel like 
conventional laminate manufacturing processes" (emphasis added). Thus, there is no 
decorative sheet being reshaped by the textured base coating or core of Chen el al '678. 

Thuss when the Examiner combines the Drees et al teaching vvith the Chen et ai ' 678 
teachings, there is still no teaching of "imparting a surface structure to a decorative surface 
sheet comprising cellulose impreghated with a resin" as in the claimedinvention as contained 
in Independent claim 1 and by statute (35 U.S.C. 112 fourth paragraph) to any dependent 
claim, directly or indirectly dependent, on claim 1 , Thus, it is clear that the Examiner lacks 
any teaching of the claimed process steps of the claims subject to rejection over the 
combination of Drees et ai and Chen et al '678. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectiliily requested. 

Reconsideration of the rejection of claim 2 uitder 35 U.S,C> 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Drees et al and Chen et al '678 as applied to claim I above and further in 
view of O'Brien et al (U.S. Patent 6,551,678) is requested, 

O'Brien et al is cited to show how to machine a pattern into a substrate, but it does 
not correct the tbregoingdeficiencies noted above with regard to the proposed combinatioh 
ofDrees et al and Chen et ai '678 and because claim In dependent on claim I, incorporates 
by reference all the limitations of claim 1 the citation ofthis combination of three references 
still does not establish 'a prima fade case of obviousness for the missing limitations of the 
process steps of claim 2. Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Reconsideration of the rejection of claims 3-6 under 35 U.S.C. i03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Drees et al and Chen et al *678 as applied to claim 1 andiurther in view of 
Diivall (U.S. Patent 2,803,188) is respectfully requested. Again, Duval! is only cited to show 
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how to apply a pattern to a fiberboard core aiid does not con'ect the foregoing deficiencies of 
the combination of Drees et al and Chen et al '67S in teaching how to impait smface 
structure to a decorative sheet comprising cellulose impregnated with a resin as set forth in 
independent elaiin 1 and on which each of dependent claims 3-6 are directly dependent 
thereon. For the foregoing reasons, no prima facie case of obviousness can be made out by 
the combination of Drees et ai. Chen el al ■ 678 and Duvail as to claims 3-6 which incojporate 
all the limitations of indepeadeni claim i. Withdrawal of the rejections is therefore 
respectftJUy reqiiested. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of flie rejection of claims 11, 13 and 14 under 35 
U . S .C . 1 03(a) as being unpatenable over Drees et al in view of Chen et al '678 as applied to 
claim 1 above and further in view of Gannady, Jr. (U.S. Patent 3,948,713) is respectfully 
requested. 

As before, the citationofCaniiady, Jr. does not correct the foregoing deficiencies of 
the combination of Drees et ai in view of Chen et ai '678 as applied to claim 1 and 
accordingly no prima facie case of obviousness can be stated when the deficiencies of Drees 
et a! and C:hen et ai '678 as applied to claim 1 and which are incorporated by reference in 
each of claims 11,13 and 14 are not corrected by Camiaday, Jr. et al. However, the claims 
also add the specific feature of not only imparting the surface structure of the core to the 
decorative surface sheet comprising cellulose impregnated with a resin from below but also 
applying fTorh above a microstructure through use of a press foil arranged on top of the wear 
layer during pressing. Thus, the proposed contbination of references do not teach three 
additional steps recited in claims 11, 13 and 14. Withdrawal of the rejections is therefore 
respectfiilly requested, 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 12, 15 and 16 
under 35 U,S,C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Drees etal in view of Rauch (VS. Patent 
3,492,1 94). The deficiencies of Drees et al have already been discussed, which remarks are 
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herein incorporated by reference. As before, Drees et al not only lacks a pattern of recess and 
protruding portions on a particle board core but also does not teach the imparting of the 
recess and protniding portion to a decorati ve siarface sheet comprising cellulose tapregnated 
with a resin as specified in independent clai m 1 . The Examiner cites Raitch as "discloses it is 
known when forming panels to emboss a wood surface and cover it with a colored plastic 
film which can have a variety of embossed designs'" (citing column 1, lines 25-43). 
Boweverj in the claimed invention, applicants are imparting to a decorative surface sheet 
comprising eellulose a surface structure comprising recessed and protruding portions of the 
core. There are no recessed and protruding portions of the core bping imparted to a celitilose 
containing sheet in the cited Ranch et al reference. 

Each of dependent claims 2, 7,, 8, 12, 15 and 1 6 incorporate all of the limitations of 
independent claim 1 upon which they are dependent (35 U.S.C 112 fourth pai-agrapfa) and, 
thug, are likewise patentable over the combination of t)rees et al in view of Ranch, 
Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Reconsideration of the rejection of dependent claims 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Drees et al and Rauch as applied to claim 8 above and further in 
view of Chen et al '678; as well as the rejection of claims 1 L 13 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as unpatentable over the combination of Drees etal and Rauch as applied to claim 1 
above and further in view of Cannadyj Jn et al, are respectfully requested. As before, each of 
these dependent claims 9-11, 13 and 14 incorporate by stattite (35 U.S.C, 112 fourth 
paragraph) the limitations of independent claim 1 and the deficiencies in the epmbination of 
Drees et al in view of Ranch as applied to claim 1 above are neither citfed by Chen et al '678 
or Cannady Jr. et al, and accordingly, the rejections fail to state a primp facie case of 
obviousness. 



5 



Response to Final Office Action dated September 14, 201! 

as. Appl Mo. 10/S80.2SS 
Atly. Docket No.: 8683.O4F.US00O0 

RESPONSE TO T HE E XAMI NER'S ARGUMENTS 

Whether tl>e core of Drees et aJ is smooth and therefore CQmprises a smooth texture, 
there is no teaching that the Drees et al core smooth shape is impaited to the paper layer as 
instantly claimed. Furthermore, Cheh et al pattern is not a decorative laminate in the sense 
that the printed pattern appHed in Chen is a inkjet printed pattern and Chen et al specifically 
teach es away from using a pattern printed on a paper or other substrate which is applied to 
the suiface of the panel: see in particular Chen et a! paragTaph [0028], Thus, the "primed 
pattern" of Chen et al Is not equivalent and i% in fact, completely opposite to a decorative 
sheet of cellulose having a printed pattern thereon as used in the present invention and 
therefore as neither Drees et al nor Chen et a! teach imparting to a eellulGse sheet the 
recessed and protruding portions a core, the combination of references fails to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousnessibr the clearly recited process steps of independent claim I, 
and all claims directly or indirectly dependent^ thereon are hot shown in the proposed 
combination of relerence. 

In view of the foregoing, withdrawal of all rejections and passage of the application 
to issue are respectfully requested. 
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The Director is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency in the fees filed, asserted 
to be fi led or which should have been filed herewith (or with any paper hereafter filed in this 
appHeation by this firm) to mt JDeposit Account No. 14-1437, under Order No. 
8688.047.US0000. 

Date: December 14, 2011 ^^^.^^-^ 

Tliomas P. Pavelko 
Registration No. 31 ,689 
NOVAK DRUCE & QUIGG LLP 

300 New Jersey Ave, NW 
Fifth Floor 

Washington, DC 20001 
Telephone; (202) 659-0100 
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